"duplicity and become guarded" and describes integrity as "honestly matching words and feelings with thoughts and actions, with no desire other than for the good of others. " Gardner (1993: 33) argues that leaders need to demonstrate trust and reliability because people "cannot rally around a leader if they do not know where he or she stands." Other participants argue that talk about integrity is nice but that most leaders follow a more Machiavellian view. By this they mean that in the end only results matter. Machiavelli (1981: 101) himself put it quite eloquently when he wrote that a prince "should appear a man of compassion, a man of good faith, a man of integrity, a kind and a religious man. … In the actions of all men, and especially of princes, where there is no court of appeal, one judges by the result. … The common people are always impressed by appearances and results."
While the debate continues in seminars around the world (and many news and talk shows), few researchers have attempted to empirically explore the role that integrity plays in leadership effectiveness. The current study takes a small step toward providing empirical evidence by examining the impact integrity has on people's perceptions of effectiveness in a sample of public sector managers. Before we turn to the study and its results, we discuss some of the conceptual work on integrity.
INTEGRITY
Becker (1998) reviews much of the work on integrity and finds that no standard definition is used. One of the main problems he cites is that integrity is treated as synonymous with honesty and fairness. For example, Yukl and Van Fleet (1990: 151) state that integrity means that Kerr (1988: 126-127) does not define integrity, but rather lists ten components which he calls the Ten Commandments of Executive Integrity: Tell the truth; obey the law; reduce ambiguity; show concern for others; accept responsibility for the growth and nurturing of subordinates; practice participation, not paternalism; provide freedom from corrupting influences; always act; provide consistency across cases; and provide consistency between values and actions.
Although no clear definition exists, integrity is supposed to be good for the organization.
People high in integrity make excellent candidates for leadership positions because they will not steal organizational resources, treat others unfairly, or deceive themselves or others (Becker 1998: 160) . This view is consistent with Badaracco and Ellsworth's (1990) notion that valuedriven leaders make decisions in line with the purported values of the organization, and with Srivastva et al.'s (1988) emphasis on congruence, consistency, morality, universality and concern for others in their description of integrity. Covey (1992) emphasizes principle-centered leadership, which he sees as the foundation of all leadership activities.
Becker further believes that most current tests of integrity do not measure integrity as he defines it. Simons (1999:90) , for example, defines the concept of Behavioral Integrity (BI) as "the perceived degree of congruence between the values expressed by words and those expressed through action. It is the perceived level of match or mismatch between the espoused and the enacted. … BI, however, does not consider the morality of principles, but rather focuses on the extent to which stated principles match actions." Since integrity tests tend to invoke social desirability responses (i.e., who would like to say they lack integrity?) and because of the emphasis on action, Becker suggests we obtain assessments of integrity from others, such as supervisors or peers (1998: 159) .
The Role of Integrity in Organizations
Some researchers have examined the concept of integrity or concepts that are closely related to integrity such as trust or ethics in organizational contexts. Schumm, Gade and Bell (2003) studied the professional values of soldiers, which included loyalty to the US Army and integrity among others. They used regression analysis to find that the best indicators of loyalty to the Army were not integrity, as was expected, but rather military bearing and job commitment. Kaptein (2003) developed a model called the Diamond of Managerial Integrity, which he argues can be used to assess and improve the integrity of managers. Morrison (2001: 65) explores the role of integrity in leading global companies and states that "Without integrity, managers will never engender the goodwill and trust of the organization, both essential for effective leadership." Davis et al. (2000) analyze the relationship between employees' trust of a restaurant's general manager and its operational results. They analyzed means differences between restaurants with high versus low levels of trust. They found that restaurants with high levels of trust had significantly higher sales and higher profits, and had marginally but statistically significant lower staff turnover. Treviño, Brown and Hartman (2003: 6) focused on the concept of ethical leadership. They were interested in very senior executives, both board and non-board members, because these leaders "create the 'tone at the top' that shapes the ethical climate and ethical culture of the organization as well as the organization's strategy" and therefore impact the ethical culture of the entire organization. Their goal was "to inductively define the content domain of ethical leadership based on a qualitative interview-based investigation." (Treviño, Brown and Hartman, 2003: 8) . One of their conclusions is that "People perceive that the ethical leader's goal is not simply job performance, but performance that is consistent with a set of ethical values and principles; and ethical leaders demonstrate caring for people (employees and external stakeholders) in the process." (Treviño, Brown and Hartman 2003: 21) .
There have been few empirical studies on integrity, and of the ones that exist, only three have examined the relationship between integrity, job satisfaction and leader effectiveness. Craig and Gustafson (1998) developed a 31-item scale to measure employees' perceptions of their leaders' integrity. The resulting instrument -the Perceived Leader Integrity Scale (PLIS) -was then used to study the relationships between perceived integrity and job satisfaction. (1999) concept of behavioral integrity and leader effectiveness, as well as qualities that make up transformational leaders and qualities that make up transactional leaders. Among other things, they found that there is a significant positive correlation between the concepts of perceived integrity and leader effectiveness. Morgan (1989) derived leadership assessment scales, including one on integrity, and then analyzed their relationship to leader effectiveness. Using regression analysis on the constructed scales, he found that integrity was the most important variable related to trust, but motivation was the most important variable related to leadership (Morgan, 1989) . However, none of the studies mentioned examined what impact integrity has on leader effectiveness.
INTEGRITY AND LEADERSHIP EFFECTIVENESS
The assumption in the literature on the need for integrity seems to be that it will have a positive effect on leader and/or organizational effectiveness. We should, however, not take this assumption for granted. Jackall (1988) shows convincingly that success can be obtained through actions that seem to lack integrity, such as not taking responsibility for failure and taking credit for successes one had barely anything to do with. Furthermore, it might be possible that top managers in organizations care little about integrity as long as the work gets done. Research by Hooijberg and Choi (2000) , for example, shows that bosses of managers in both the public and private sectors primarily associate goal achievement oriented behaviors with effectiveness, but not mentoring, group facilitation, innovation, or monitoring behaviors. Direct reports, by contrast, might be more concerned about integrity than the bosses because of their need for consistency (e.g., Staw and Ross, 1980) and we believe that consistent behavior can be seen as an indicator of integrity.
In fact, most leadership researchers have emphasized exclusively behavioral approaches to leadership, rather than emphasizing integrity. A wide variety of theories emphasize behavioral approaches to leadership, ranging from Fiedler's LPC Theory (1967) to House's Path-Goal Theory to Quinn's Competing Values Framework (1988) to Bass' Transformational Leadership Theory (1985) to Hooijberg and Quinn's (1992) call for behavioral complexity. The notion of behavioral complexity refers to the need for managers to perform a large repertoire of leadership roles in the organizational arena in order to satisfy the demands of a wide variety of constituents.
Although this notion makes sense from a requisite variety perspective (Ashby, 1952) , leaders run the risk of being seen as spineless (Weick, 1978) . They run that risk if people believe they vary their behavior for political rather than for business reasons. This led Hooijberg, Hunt and Dodge (1997) Although research on 360-degree feedback shows that the strength of these associations depends on who assesses the behavior and the effectiveness, overall a strong link between these behaviors and effectiveness exists. Therefore:
Hypothesis 1: All raters -self, direct reports, peers, and bosses -will strongly associate performing multiple leadership roles with effectiveness.
As discussed before, a preponderance of the theoretical and managerial-practical research seems to suggest a positive relationship between integrity and leadership effectiveness.
Therefore:
Hypothesis 2: Integrity has a positive association with effectiveness for all raters.
Direct reports will be especially sensitive to consistency in the behavior of their managers (Staw and Ross, 1980) . In many theories (e.g. Kerr, 1988; Srivastva et. al., 1988) consistency between words and actions is seen as a key component of integrity, therefore:
Hypothesis 3: Direct reports will see an especially strong association between integrity and leadership effectiveness.
Based on research by Hooijberg and Choi (2001) we know that bosses associate goaloriented behaviors far more strongly with effectiveness than any other behavior. In addition, research by Hooijberg (1993) shows that bosses see managers who vary their behavior according to who they are interacting with as more effective than those who do not vary their behavior.
Varying one's behavior depending on the situation can easily be seen as lacking in integrity. Jackall's (1988) research, furthermore, seems to suggest that what matters is whether one can associate oneself with success, not whether one was instrumental in actually creating success.
Given the emphasis on goal-oriented behaviors, an appreciation of variations in behavior, and an emphasis on outcomes rather than means, we expect that:
H4: Bosses associate goal-oriented behaviors in their managers, but not integrity, with effectiveness.
METHODS

Sample
We collected information on the leadership styles, values and effectiveness of 175 bureau chiefs and directors of a state government agency in the northeastern United States who participated in a leadership-training program. The participants from the state government department are the highest-level leaders who are not politically appointed. They work directly under the commissioner and assistant commissioners appointed by the governor. The leaders in this department must obey the laws, rules, and regulations that come down from their federal counterpart and from the state legislature. They execute federal and state laws by reviewing and granting permits and enforcing compliance with these laws. These bureau chiefs and directors form an especially relevant sample for our study because they have to deal, almost daily, with federal regulations, state regulations, members of the state legislature, the commissioner and assistant commissioners, special interest groups, business representatives, and the general public.
One can see that they will need a large behavioral repertoire to deal with all of these constituents. One can also see that, because these constituents pose widely different demands on the bureau chiefs and directors, integrity may be hard to maintain and, at the same time, may be a key ingredient for being effective.
The public sector organization strongly encouraged attendance at the leadership training and participation of managers was close to 85%. Questionnaire data from the managers' direct reports, peers, and bosses were used to test the relationship between leadership behaviors, integrity, and managerial effectiveness. On average four direct reports, two and a half peers, and one and a half bosses provided feedback for each manager.
The 175 managers from the state government department represent 80% of all directors and bureau chiefs (i.e., the top civil service level of management) in that department (overall size is about 4,000 people). They are predominantly white (93%), male (70%), and on average 44 years old; they have been in their current position for an average of 5.9 years; and 45% of them have a BA, 31% a Masters degree, and 4% a Ph.D.
Leadership Roles
We used the leadership roles from Quinn's (1988) Competing Values Framework (CVF) to examine the impact of leadership behaviors on effectiveness. The CVF addresses internal and external organizational demands on leadership; it also recognizes the paradoxical demands of flexibility and control. These dimensions define four distinct leadership quadrants that address seemingly contradictory demands in the organizational arena (see Figure 1 ).
The Task Leadership quadrant is characterized by a control orientation and a focus on the environment outside the unit; it emphasizes setting and attaining goals. This quadrant contains the Producer and Director roles. As a Producer, a manager is expected to motivate members to increase production and accomplish stated goals. As a Director, a manager is expected to clarify expectations, define problems, establish objectives, generate rules and policies, and give instructions. The Stability Leadership quadrant is characterized by a control orientation and a focus on the internal functioning of the unit; it emphasizes monitoring and coordinating the work of the unit. This quadrant contains the Coordinator and Monitor roles. As a Coordinator, a manager is expected to maintain the structure and flow of the system, coordinate staff efforts, handle crises, and attend to technical and logistical issues. As a Monitor, a manager is expected to know what is going on in the unit, to see if people are complying with rules and regulations, and to check whether the unit is meeting its quotas.
The People Leadership quadrant is characterized by a flexible orientation and a focus on the internal functioning of the unit; it emphasizes mentoring direct reports and facilitating group process in the unit. This quadrant contains the Facilitator and Mentor roles. As a Facilitator, a manager is expected to foster collective effort, build cohesion and teamwork, and manage interpersonal conflict. As a Mentor, a manager is expected to develop people through a caring, empathetic orientation. In this role the manager is helpful, considerate, sensitive, open, approachable, and fair. The Adaptive Leadership quadrant is characterized by a flexible orientation and a focus on the environment outside the unit; it emphasizes developing innovations and obtaining resources for the unit. This quadrant contains the Innovator and Broker roles. As an Innovator, a manager is expected to pay attention to changes in the environment and to identify how to adapt to those changes and facilitate the process. As a Broker, a manager is expected to meet with people from outside his/her unit to represent the unit and to negotiate and acquire resources for the unit. These eight leadership roles will be used to test our four hypotheses.
We used the 20-item survey Quinn (1988) developed to assess the frequency with which managers perform the eight leadership roles of the CVF. The response scale ranged from "almost never" (a score of 1) to "almost always" (a score of 7). We assessed the "frequency with which" rather than "how well" managers perform the leadership roles in order to avoid creating tautologies with the effectiveness items. Although Denison, Hooijberg, and Quinn (1995) found strong support for the quadrant structure of the CVF, but not necessarily for the individual leadership roles within the quadrants, we tried to replicate the original eight leadership roles.
Since we want to understand leadership effectiveness expectations from four organizational role perspectives (managers, direct reports, peers and bosses), as suggested by Keller (1986: 719) , we aggregated the leadership role items by organizational role. We then created four indices for each leadership role: one based on the responses of the managers themselves; another based on the responses of the managers' direct reports; a third based on the responses of the managers' peers; and finally one based on the responses of the managers' bosses.
The Value of Integrity
Given that we did not find a clear, consistent, and validated framework of integrity in the literature, we included in our questionnaire both values that have been associated with integrity and values that may be seen as being in conflict with integrity. Craig and Gustafson (1998: 134) indicate that their global indicators of integrity account for 81% of the variance in perceptions of integrity. However, as we did not want to add 43 items to our questionnaire and since we wanted to look at integrity in the context of other values, we assessed the contributions of values by asking a series of questions about the participants' values. The questions were posed as "To what extent do you agree that the following principles and values guide the participant in his/her work?" The response scales ranged from (1) very strongly disagree to (7) very strongly agree.
We therefore first examined the underlying factor structure of the values items. The values we included in the questionnaire are a subset of the values items defined by McDonald and Gandz (1992) and are as follows: Adaptability, flexibility, open-mindedness, cooperation, respect for the individual, cautiousness, hierarchy, conformity, fairness, integrity, honesty, and merit.
Consistent with Becker's (1998: 159) suggestion, we believe values are in the eye of the beholder, and we therefore asked direct reports, peers, and bosses, in addition to the managers themselves, to assess these different values. Just as we all have an implicit model of leadership, so we have implicit models of what integrity means and we wanted to evaluate the respondents' true understanding of these values.
Leadership Effectiveness
The effectiveness measures in this study do not attempt to assess the performance of the work units or departments for which the middle managers in our study are responsible. Rather, we used separate measures of perceived effectiveness for self, direct reports, peers, and bosses.
The effectiveness of the participating managers was assessed through five items that ask about overall performance: (1) overall managerial success; (2) overall leadership effectiveness; (3) the extent to which the manager meets managerial performance standards; (4) how well he/she performs compared to his/her managerial peers; and (5) how well he/she performs as a role model. These five items were measured on a five-point scale, with high scores indicating higher levels of effectiveness.
As with the leadership roles, four indices of leadership effectiveness were constructed: one based on responses of the managers; another based on the responses of the managers' direct reports; a third based on the responses of the managers' peers; and finally one based on responses of the managers' bosses. The measures of effectiveness thus indicate how effective managers are perceived to be by themselves, their direct reports, peers, and bosses.
Control Variables
Because we wanted to examine the relationships between leadership roles and perceptions of leadership effectiveness, we needed to rule out alternative explanations of perceptions of leadership effectiveness. Past studies have demonstrated that gender (e.g., Dobbins and Platz, 1986; Eagley and Johnson, 1990) , age, managerial experience, and level of education affect perceptions of leadership effectiveness (e.g., Bass, 1990) . Therefore, we included those four variables as control variables in this study.
RESULTS
For the values items we conducted Exploratory Factor Analyses using the Maximum
Likelihood method, as we did not find an existing, validated framework of values in the literature. This exploratory work showed that for the four rating groups -the managers themselves, their direct reports, peers, and bosses -the 12 values items could be represented by three factors, which we labeled Integrity, Flexibility and Conformity. The factor structure that emerged is shown in Table 1 .
While a three-factor structure was found for all four rating groups, there were small, but significant differences. Table 1 shows that for all four rating groups, integrity is associated with honesty. While that association is constant, the four rating groups differ in the other values they associate with integrity. The managers themselves, in addition to honesty, also associate merit and fairness with integrity. While the bosses and peers also associate merit with integrity, they see fairness as more strongly associated with the Flexibility factor. The direct reports, by contrast, see fairness as closely associated with integrity and honesty, but not merit. They see merit as more closely associated with the Flexibility factor.
If we think of the exploratory factors as indicative of the respondents' implicit values frameworks, then we see that Integrity does not mean the same thing to all respondents and neither does Flexibility. The Conformity factor, however, does hold the same meaning for all four groups as the values conformity, hierarchy, and cautiousness emerge as a single factor each time.
Rather than forcing a one-factor structure on all four groups, we decided to treat the results as reflecting real differences in the value constructs of the respondent groups. These items and factor clusterings were therefore taken forward into the Confirmatory Factor Analyses (CFA).
Confirmatory Factor Analyses
We used LISREL 8.53 to conduct CFAs of the data because it takes measurement errors into consideration, gives parameter estimates based on the maximum likelihood method, and provides various indices of the extent to which the proposed covariance structural model fits the data. In this study, we used five indices to assess the goodness of fit of the covariance structural model: (1) chi-square value and its p-value; (2) chi-square divided by degrees of freedom; (3) Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA); (4) Incremental Fit Index (IFI); and (5) Comparative Fit Index (CFI).
The most common goodness-of-fit index is the chi-square value. The rule of thumb is that if the p-value of the chi-square statistic is greater than 0.05 (i.e., the chi-square value is nonsignificant), then the proposed model is acceptable (Hayduk, 1987) . However, because the traditional chi-square test is sensitive to sample size, a variety of indices that take sample size into consideration have been developed. Marsh and Hocevar (1985) suggest using chi-square divided by degrees of freedom, where values of less than 5.0 indicate good fit between model and data. Browne and Cudek (1993) suggest using the RMSEA as the principal goodness-of-fit index. They suggest that a value of RMSEA of less than 0.05 indicates a close fit and that values up to 0.08 represent reasonable errors of approximation in the population. In addition, because Bollen (1986 Bollen ( , 1989a Bollen ( , 1989b and Bentler (1990) have shown that IFI and CFI are much less dependent on sample size, we also used IFI and CFI to assess the fit between the data and the model. The values of IFI and CFI can vary between 0 and 1, with values closer to 1 indicating a good fit between data and model.
Confirmatory Factor Analysis on the Leadership Variables
We first performed four CFAs on the leadership roles, namely, one each for the managers themselves, their direct reports, peers, and bosses. The eight-role leadership model, however, did not generate a good fit with the data. The modification indices indicated that the fit between model and data could be substantially improved by allowing the Producer, Director, and Coordinator items to load on the same factor. These leadership roles lie close to each other in the CVF and we labeled this factor the Goal Orientation factor in the subsequent LISREL analyses.
The results of this second CFA improved the overall fit and limited extremely high correlations among the latent factors.
The goodness-of-fit indices for the CFAs for the four groups demonstrated good fit between model and data and showed that the data confirmed the proposed six-factor structure.
Examination of the latent construct correlations supported the discriminant validity of the constructs, because individual tests of the correlations indicated that they were significantly lower than 1.0 (Bagozzi, 1980) . The six-factor solution was also consistent with the factor structure found by Hooijberg and Choi (2000, 2001) . We then added the values and effectiveness variables to the four CFAs with the six-factor structure described above to confirm the overall factor structure of the independent and dependent variables in our study. Tables 2 to 5 show the factor loadings for all leadership, values, and effectiveness factors for the four groups, as well as the goodness-of-fit indices for the complete model.
Correlations and Reliabilities
The tables with the correlations for the managers themselves, and their direct reports, peers, and bosses are presented in Appendix A. Table 6 shows the Cronbach alpha coefficients for the leadership roles, values, and effectiveness indices for all four of the samples. All Cronbach alphas exceed the recommended 0.70 level (Nunnally, 1978) . Table 6 about here
Hierarchical Regression Analyses
To test the impact of integrity and the other values on effectiveness, we conducted a three-step hierarchical regression analysis. In the first step, the control variables were entered; in the second step, the six leadership roles of Innovator, Broker, Goal Orientation, Monitor, Facilitator and Mentor were added; and finally, in the third step, the three values of Integrity, Flexibility and Conformity were added. Table 7 shows the regression coefficients from the final regression run as well as the R 2 and delta-R 2 for each step of the hierarchical regression analyses for all four groups.
---------------------------------------------Insert Table 7 about here ---------------------------------------------
None of the control variables have statistically significant associations with leader effectiveness. Hypothesis 1, all groups -self, direct reports, peers, and bosses -will strongly associate performing multiple leadership roles with effectiveness, is confirmed for all groups.
Three out six leadership roles have a significant association with self's perceptions of effectiveness. Two roles have significant associations with direct reports', peers', and bosses' perceptions of effectiveness. Interestingly, no single leadership role is associated with effectiveness in all four groups. The Innovator role is positively associated with effectiveness for direct reports, and peers. The Broker role is only positively associated with effectiveness for bosses. The Goal Orientation role is positively associated with effectiveness for self, direct reports and bosses but not for peers. The Monitor role is positively associated with effectiveness only for self. The Facilitator role is positively associated with effectiveness for self and peers.
Finally, the Mentor role is not associated with effectiveness for any of the raters.
Hypothesis 2, which states that Integrity has a positive association with effectiveness for all raters, is partially confirmed. Integrity has a positive association with effectiveness for managers and their peers; however, there is no positive association between Integrity and direct reports' or bosses' perceptions of effectiveness. The changes in R2 are also significant for all four groups when the three values factors are entered into the regression.
Hypothesis 3, which states that direct reports will see an especially strong association between integrity and effectiveness, does not receive any support. In fact, contrary to our expectations, we do not find a significant association between integrity and effectiveness, but what we do find is a statistically significant association between flexibility and effectiveness.
Hypothesis 4, which states that bosses associate goal-oriented behaviors but not integrity with leadership effectiveness, is confirmed. Indeed, bosses associate broker and goal-oriented behaviors with effectiveness but none of the three values.
DISCUSSION
The results provide support for hypothesis 1; partial support for hypothesis 2; no support for hypothesis 3; and full support for hypothesis 4. Hypothesis 1 stated that all groups would associate performing multiple leadership roles with effectiveness. This hypothesis is confirmed as the managers themselves associate three roles with effectiveness; and the direct reports, peers, and bosses each associate two with effectiveness. The roles associated with effectiveness vary depending on the respondents. Goal-orientation has both the strongest and most frequent (3 out of 4) associations with effectiveness. The Mentor role is the only leadership role that does not show a significant association with effectiveness, not even for the direct reports.
Hypothesis 2 stated that Integrity would have a positive association with effectiveness for all raters. Based on the literature we certainly expected this hypothesis to be true. The results, however, show a statistically significant association for the managers themselves and their peers, but not for the direct reports and bosses. In light of hypothesis 3, we found especially surprising the lack of a statistically significant association between Integrity and effectiveness for the direct reports. Nevertheless, we did find a statistically significant positive association between Flexibility and effectiveness in the results of the direct reports. Considering the elements of the factor Flexibility outlined in Table 1 , this indicates that direct reports see managers who value flexibility, open-mindedness, cooperation, adaptability, respect for the individual and merit as more effective than those who do not. The results indicate that Flexibility contributes more to perceptions of effectiveness for direct reports than Integrity.
We found the lack of a statistically significant association between Integrity and effectiveness for the bosses less surprising. As we stated in hypothesis 4, we expected the bosses to focus primarily on goal-oriented behaviors and not integrity. The results support hypothesis 4 because the goal-orientation leadership role had the strongest association with effectiveness, but there was no association with Integrity. The only other variable to have a statistically significant association with effectiveness for bosses was the Broker role. It seems that the bosses in this study are primarily concerned about getting the job done.
What Does It Mean?
Despite the increased attention given to integrity and its stated importance for leadership, this study indicates that its relevance for leadership effectiveness is, at best, small. The largest variation in perceptions of effectiveness is explained by leadership roles. The values, as a group, add between 3% and 6% explained variance. In addition to the small percentage of explained variance, Integrity does not have a statistically significant association with effectiveness for direct reports and bosses.
We find the results related to integrity especially sobering. When authors like Covey (1992) and Badaracco and Ellsworth (1990) write about the importance of integrity for leadership, their arguments make sense. However, Jackall (1988) suggests that success is about being associated with, rather than having caused, high performance.
The results of the factor analyses on the values items also indicate that integrity and flexibility hold slightly different meanings for the different respondent groups. While integrity and honesty are associated with each other for all four groups, merit and fairness are not.
Although Becker (1998) conceptually distinguishes integrity from honesty and fairness, our research shows that managers and their direct reports, peers, and bosses do not.
Furthermore, the results from the direct reports also support some of Kerr's (1988) examples about the difference between the conceptual work on integrity and the realities managers face in daily life. That is, if integrity means always stating what one really thinks (i.e. honesty) or applying certain (un)written rules without exception, then one runs the risk of hurting feelings and relationships and even getting the company in trouble. As Kerr (1988: 138) states so eloquently, "the more confident were the prescriptions about how to behave with ethics and integrity, the further removed was the author from the life of the everyday manager. " Adler and Bird (1988: 248) , for instance, cite as one example of executives lacking in integrity those who "provide workers in one country with generous wages and pension programs while providing neither in a neighboring country." As they further point out, for an executive, maximizing shareholder value is part of having integrity. They go on to state that as we expand our thinking about integrity into the international realm, the issues become even more complicated. Honesty may be appreciated in the U.S., but in Japan more emphasis is placed on saving face.
How, then, can we follow Levinson's (1988: 268) dictum: "To thine own self be true?"
His answer seems to come close to what our results show empirically when he says that "executive integrity is promoted when members feel acknowledged for their responsiveness to one another, their receptivity and creative efforts to understand others' perspectives as well as articulating their own" (Levinson, 1988: 318) .
Integrity for Managers and their Peers
Integrity does not affect perceptions of effectiveness of direct reports and bosses; but it does affect those of the managers themselves and their peers. While managers also see strong associations between being goal-oriented, monitoring and facilitation, integrity has an effect over and above those leadership behaviors. For peers, integrity has a positive effect over and above generating new ideas and facilitation.
As the direct reports and bosses see no association between integrity and effectiveness, do these results mean that managers are unnecessarily concerned with integrity? We would still like to answer that question with a "no." In terms of being seen as effective by direct reports and bosses, executing one's leadership roles is clearly most important. However, the reason one acts with integrity is not only to be seen as effective by other parties: Acting with integrity is a way for managers to stay true to themselves, as described by Levinson (1988: 268) . While some managers may do anything to reap ever greater financial rewards and/or power we would still like to believe that the majority of managers want to be able to look at themselves in the mirror and know they see someone who has integrity, and is fair and honest.
In terms of being seen as effective by one's direct reports and bosses, these results indicate that managers had better focus on delivering stated goals, influencing ideas, and generating new ideas.
Implications for Practice
Our results do not support the notion, expressed by many authors, that integrity is essential for leadership. Perhaps the question of why integrity should matter for effectiveness has not received sufficient attention. If integrity is to a greater or lesser extent (depending on who you ask) about honesty, fairness, and merit then why would being honest, fair, and focused on merit result in your being perceived as more effective than someone who does not have these qualities?
Telling your boss honestly that her plan for the introduction of a new product X in market Y is a terrible idea, especially when you know how proud she is of this plan, may be good for your sense of integrity, but perhaps not for improving her view of your effectiveness.
Emphasizing merit over length of service to the firm may sit well with the up-and-coming young men and women, but not so well with the men and women who have invested 15 years or more of their lives in the company.
In other words, while you may have -and may indeed act according to -clear guiding principles, this does not automatically mean that those with whom you interact will appreciate it when you exercise said guiding principles. We find the results of the direct reports especially interesting in this regard. Contrary to our expectations, we did not find a statistically significant association between integrity and effectiveness, but we did find a statistically significant positive association between flexibility and effectiveness. Thus, being flexible, adaptable, cooperative, open-minded, respectful of the individual, and valuing merit reflect not only positive values to the direct reports but also values that make managers more effective. As such, these values have a stronger association with effectiveness in the eyes of direct reports than integrity, honesty, and fairness do.
The peer results for the values factors also have an interesting message for managers.
Peers want their colleagues to show both integrity and flexibility. Paradoxically, these results represent both the toughest challenge and a solution for practicing managers. To us these results say, "Yes, show us that you have integrity, that you are honest and that you value merit but do not become rigid in the application of these values."
Thus the authors believe that if you can balance integrity and flexibility, you can achieve great results. Your integrity will keep you at peace with yourself and give your peers trust in you. Your flexibility will make your direct reports and peers see that you are open to new ideas and are willing to change your behavior when necessary. Expressing these values in your interactions with your direct reports and peers will lead them to work harder and smarter for and with you. This then should result in your being someone who delivers results.
As we stated before, the leadership role that bosses most strongly associate with effectiveness is Goal-Orientation. This means that they want to see their managers meet their stated goals, making sure that the unit's goals are clearly identified and coordinated. Bosses also care that their managers are able to influence events outside their unit, as they also associate the Broker role with effectiveness. The implications for dealing with your boss are both sobering and clear -get results and present great ideas.
Limitations of the Study
We see three important limitations in this study. First, we left the interpretation of integrity up to the respondents. We neither tried to provide them with a shared definition of integrity nor did we attempt to determine the extent to which people see the concepts of integrity and honesty and fairness as distinct. The results indicate that differences exist in the conceptualization of integrity and flexibility. Future research could perhaps conduct a more anthropological study of how these concepts are distinct in people's minds, and, what that means for theory building. Not in the sense of providing a large pool of items à la Craig and Gustafson (1998) , but more in line with Kerr's (1988) truly exploring what integrity means for real executives.
Second, and in line with the previous point, we did not gather information to gain a more in-depth understanding of the principles that guide these bureau chiefs and directors. It would be helpful if future research on the role of integrity in leadership collected not only quantitative 26 assessments but also qualitative assessments. This would be research more along the lines of what Jackall (1988) did.
Third, we used same-source data to examine the associations between values, leadership roles, and effectiveness. We did this on purpose to better understand the implicit leadership values frameworks people use to view the world of management. As the added variance explained already is small, multi-method approaches would probably not dramatically alter the overall results.
As Fritzche and Becker (1984: 166) said, "Little effort has been made to try to link ethical theory to management behavior." We hope that our study pushes further toward an understanding of the role of integrity -and other values -in real-life organizations. 
